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Executive Summary
Background: Rising rates of social isolation in Canada and other middle- and high-income
countries have turned scholarly attention to the kinds of places that facilitate social connections.
‘Third places’—physical and virtual places beyond home (first places) and work (second
places)—are thought to foster social interaction, connection, belonging, and support. However,
there remains a need to link understandings about third places with situations of precarious
employment, given that people facing precarious employment circumstances often lack the
social opportunities and resources associated with stable workplaces.
Objectives: This knowledge synthesis sought to answer the question: What is known about the
types and characteristics of ‘third’ places that help maintain social connectedness and
ameliorate social isolation in the lives of people experiencing precarious employment
circumstances? This question addresses diverse forms of employment (i.e., gig work,
involuntary part-time work, seasonal work, temporary migrant work) that are transient,
non-permanent, unpredictable, limited in worker protections or rights, and/or associated with low
or unpredictable payment, as well as cyclical or long-term unemployment. In addition to
exploring types and characteristics of third places that prevent disconnection and loneliness and
facilitate connection and belonging, the project explored how existing knowledge attended to
axes of diversity and might inform how third places can be developed to reduce social isolation.
Results: 2,752 articles were identified through academic database searches. After removing 503
duplicates, 2,249 titles and abstracts were screened. 2,012 articles were then excluded for not
meeting inclusion criteria. After 237 full text reviews and exclusion of studies not available in
English, not research-based, or not focused on third places, precarious workers, or social
connection/isolation, 20 articles were deemed eligible for data extraction. Reference list
searches for the 20 included studies produced an additional 12 studies for full text review, 4 of
which were deemed eligible for data extraction. Thus, 24 articles moved through data extraction,
analysis, and quality assessment processes.
A majority of these studies took place in countries labeled as high or upper-middle income by
the World Bank, and researchers in the United Kingdom, Australia, and United States were most
frequently represented among the authors. Only two studies took place in Canada, and none of
the studies reported on efforts, beyond those of precarious workers themselves, to explicitly
create third places to reduce social isolation. 58% of the articles were missing information
needed to assess research quality, and only half of the articles had a research question or
purpose that focused directly on places or place-related issues.
Despite these limitations, the 24 articles contained valuable descriptions that demonstrated how
people created and used a diversity of third places to address a range of needs associated with
their precarious work, social, spatial, and life circumstances. Within these studies, third places
included a variety of physical (e.g., alleys/curbs, parking lots, town squares, churches, stores,
cars) and virtual (e.g., social media groups, gig work application message boards) locations;
were often regularly accessible without associated costs or judgment; accommodated multiple,
flexible ways of participation; shared blurred boundaries with other kinds of places (i.e.,
work/home); and were set apart from ‘mainstream’ society. Some of the third places were
pre-existing, whereas others were intentionally created when people repurposed or transformed
other places, most often through agency enacted by precarious workers. In the context of
precarious employment circumstances, our findings suggest that third places can have a range
of intersecting purposes, inclusive of and extending beyond normative ways of conceptualizing
social connection and social inclusion. In particular, the following social experiences and
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outcomes were found to thread across various articles: achieving a sense of belonging to a
particular collective of persons who identified as sharing similarities; experiencing a temporary
refuge or respite from the conditions of precarity; asserting presence and visibility as a means to
counter social invisibility and marginalization; and participating in exchanges of diverse
resources and forms of care to survive and manage precarious work and social marginalization.
In addition, this body of research highlighted how third places are also associated with
managing social risks and obligations and reinforcing experiences of social exclusion in the lives
of precarious workers.
Key Messages: This synthesis demonstrates the need for further research on third places in the
lives of people facing precarious employment circumstances. In particular, there is a need for
studies that focus directly on how Canadian citizens and residents outside migrant and gig
worker communities create third places to meet their needs, and how intersections of diverse
social markers are implicated in people’s experiences of social inclusion and exclusion in
relation to such places. The findings also illustrate a need to rethink how third places and their
social benefits are defined and studied, given the dynamic structure, foci, and effects of third
places highlighted through the scoping review. Policy efforts to support and create third places
for precarious workers must account for the diverse social and activity needs associated with
precarity (e.g., resource seeking, recovering, resisting), as well as collective activities (e.g.,
leisure, food-related, religious, cultural celebrations, information sharing) that bring similarly
situated people together. Accordingly, policy development and implementation must be done
collaboratively and with a transformative intent to combat existing forms of social exclusion and
the pervasiveness of precarious conditions.
Methods/Methodology: The synthesis utilized a scoping review approach covering five steps:
generation of a research question; identification of relevant studies; selection of relevant studies
to review; extraction of data from selected studies and appraisal of study quality; and collation,
summarization, and interpretation across selected studies’ results. Keywords related to facets of
the research question guided a search of eight interdisciplinary academic databases (JSTOR,
CINAHL, Scopus, Medline, PsycINFO, Sociological Abstracts, Business Source Complete,
Communications and Mass Media Complete). After removing duplicate entries, database search
results were imported to an online literature review software platform (Covidence) and moved
through a process of title and abstract screening, full text review, and data extraction and quality
appraisal. To be included in the review, studies needed to be: published in English between
2012 and 2022; peer-reviewed empirical research; available in full text format; focused primarily
on adults facing precarious employment circumstances; and sharing findings related to third
places, social connections, or social isolation. Extracted data were analyzed to generate a
detailed picture of the current state of knowledge, including descriptive characteristics of the
literature reviewed (e.g., common theories, methods, and analytic approaches used; study and
researcher geographic and disciplinary locations) and themes across articles (e.g., elements of
research questions/purpose statements; how social outcomes related to types of third places).
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Background
Social isolation and precarious employment circumstances
Scholars and policy makers have increasingly recognized that focusing on personal ‘risk factors’
and individualized solutions has limited effectiveness for alleviating social isolation (Bosman &
Dolley, 2019; Federal, Provincial, and Territorial Forum of Ministers Responsible for Seniors,
2021; Weldrick & Grenier, 2018). Thus, efforts to understand and address rising rates of social
isolation have increasingly attended to its socio-political production (Aldrich et al., 2020;
Weldrick & Grenier, 2018). In Canada and other middle- and high-income countries,
socio-political forces fostering social isolation include labour market transformations and
neoliberal policy approaches that have increased the precarity of employment (Harris & Nowicki,
2018; Kwon & Lane, 2016; Lewchuk & Laflèche, 2017; Sherman, 2018). Precarious employment
circumstances produce unstable, insecure, and unpredictable experiences of work (Lewchuk &
Laflèche, 2017); rising rates and durations of long-term unemployment (OECD, 2019a), the
increasing prevalence of non-permanent forms of work (e.g., gig and contract work) (Kalleberg,
2009), and a worldwide reliance on temporary migrant workers (ILO, 2017; OECD, 2019b) have
all contributed to contemporary work precarity.
Precarious work has been linked to decreased participation in social life via the irregular and
unpredictable temporal, contextual, and financial characteristics of insecure employment and its
negative mental health impacts (Bajwa et al., 2018; Matilla-Santander et al., 2021; Popov &
Solov’eva, 2019). For example, an analysis of data from the PRecarious EMployment in
Stockholm (PREMIS) study found positive associations between precarious employment and
social precarity in Sweden: as the degree of precarious employment increased, participants
reported greater inability to participate in social activities due to work limitations and financial
constraints (Matilla-Santander et al., 2021). The absence of stable workplaces may further
restrict precarious workers’ access to consistent social connections and amplify their risk of
social isolation (Lewchuk & Laflèche, 2017). Lewchuk and Laflèche (2017) found that workers
experiencing precarious employment in Toronto and Hamilton were three times more likely than
those with secure employment to report a lack of a work-based friend who provided support.
Restricted socialization and loneliness at or through work has also been linked to precarious
workers’ overall feelings of disconnection from their communities. In a study by Zuzanek and
Hillbrech (2016), unemployed persons and involuntary part-time workers in Canada reported
significantly lower feelings of community integration than those employed full time or part time
by choice. Despite having more time to participate in leisure pursuits, these persons reported
feelings of unhappiness, emptiness, and lack of trust in others, indicating links between a lack of
workplace social connections and feelings of social disconnectedness (Zuzanek & Hillbrech,
2016). In recent years, research has indicated that precarious workers’ feelings of disconnection
and loneliness further intensified due to the COVID-19 pandemic, during which spatial isolation
from networks of support was exacerbated by shelter-in-place and other public health policy
measures (Griffiths et al., 2021; Williams et al., 2020).
‘Third places’, social isolation, and precarious employment circumstances
In light of these trends, policy makers and scholars have turned their attention to the centrality of
place in the sociopolitical production of social isolation. More specifically, existing scholarship
points to the ways in which inclusive ‘third places’ can facilitate social connectedness for diverse
and marginalized groups (Delaisse, Huot, & Veronis et al., 2021; Hand et al., 2020; Littman,
2021; Zieleniec, 2008). The concept of third places, first introduced by Oldenburg (Oldenberg,
1999; Oldenburg & Bissett, 1982) in the 1980’s, refers to places that can be physical or virtual in
nature, exist apart from first (i.e., home) and second (i.e., work) places, and facilitate social
interaction, connection, and support. Oldenburg’s original conceptualization proposed that third
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places such as diners, pubs, and corner grocers were defined by their affordance of ‘pure
sociability’ opportunities to the general public; as such, they were viewed and taken up as
essential for combating isolation and fostering community cohesion (Dolley & Bosman, 2019;
Maffie, 2020; Mickiewicz, 2015; Oldenburg, 1999; Williams & Hipp, 2019).
Although the concept of ‘third places’ has been embraced across a multitude of disciplines, it
was originally developed using a narrow referent group (i.e., white American middle-class males
with access to first and second places), thus limiting its utility for developing broadly applicable
understandings. Additional critiques of the original concept include that it employs a static notion
of place as a pre-existing ‘container’ for experiences of sociability; primarily highlights places
and social ties that are normative in male, middle class lifestyles; de-emphasizes what people
actually do in third places beyond conversation; and neglects processes of exclusion in favor of
emphasizing harmony and neutrality (Bosman & Dolley, 2019; Fullgar et al., 2019). These
critiques have prompted contemporary third place researchers to include feminist perspectives
of inclusivity that capture the intersectionality of identity and place. For example, Fullgar et al.
(2019) explored how the third places women access for leisure are constrained by family
circumstances, social expectations, and safety needs that are essential to their identities as
women. Indeed, investigations into use of urban public spaces have revealed that community
members experience multiscalar segregation from available third places due to self-imposed
and externally imposed exclusions based on intersections of gender, age, religion, and/or
socioeconomic status (Hoekstra & Pinsker, 2019; Valentine, 2008). The intersection of identities
and imposed restrictions from third places is also evident for precarious worker groups who may
face discrimination and oppression that limits their access to third places and exacerbates the
spatial isolation engendered by their working conditions. In a study by Yeoh and Huang (1998),
for example, the third places that migrant Filipina workers in Singapore accessed were limited to
those places that the Singaporean native community prescribed as socially acceptable for
women and employers felt were appropriate for Filipina workers.
Given their lack of access to stable workplaces in combination with the various implications of
social precarity, people experiencing precarious work circumstances may especially need the
social connectedness and belonging that can accompany inclusive third places (Finlay et al.,
2019; Hickman, 2013). For instance, Feuls et al. (2014) found that unemployed individuals with
diffuse online networks extending beyond immediate friends and family were less likely to report
loneliness and isolation due to unemployment, suggesting that engaging in virtual third spaces
may protect against the social stigma that can be associated with unemployment. Similarly,
Mickiewicz’s (2015) critical examination of the reconfiguration of a library in a marginalized
Vancouver neighbourhood highlighted how members of “precarious publics'' collectively
generated new forms of association and belonging, resisted exclusion, and experienced visibility
through “constantly transforming and re-appropriating public spaces” (p. 140). Further evidence
regarding the creation of community gardens (Mmako et al., 2018; Shacham et al., 2012) and
men’s sheds (Wilson et al., 2019), as well as investments in other community spaces and
places (Bagnall et al., 2018), illustrates the potential of third places to counter social isolation for
people who lack stable workplaces. Recently, Gloria Venczel (2022), a Canadian urban
designer, proposed the construction of two ‘pocket parks’, designed as public social and work
areas, in Vancouver to combat community fragmentation caused by the prevalence of mobile
gig work and the broader COVID-19 pandemic.
Need to assess the state of knowledge regarding social isolation, precarious employment, and
third places
The above evidence is distributed across multiple disciplinary literatures and codified using a
variety of key words and terms. This diffusion complicates efforts to discern the state of
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knowledge or use existing evidence to inform the development of policies and practices. Clarity
is needed regarding the elements of third places that are particularly salient for people facing
precarious employment circumstances; the ways in which third places can be established and
maintained to ameliorate social isolation; and the extent to which precarious workers’ diverse
social locations have been addressed in research on third places. A synthesis and analysis of
current knowledge is therefore needed to help stakeholders address the issue of asociality and
sociality via spatial practices for people experiencing precarious employment circumstances.
Objectives
This knowledge synthesis sought to answer the question: What is known about the types and
characteristics of ‘third’ places that help maintain social connectedness and ameliorate social
isolation in the lives of people experiencing precarious employment circumstances?
Within this question, the project explored three sub-topics:
1) The types and characteristics of third places that forestall disconnection and loneliness and
facilitate connection and belonging. Knowledge of different third place types (i.e., physical or
virtual) and their characteristics, such as degree of accessibility (i.e., public versus private) and
logistical aspects (i.e., location and proximity to other spaces), can provide a foundation for
understanding what kinds of third places address precarious workers’ needs.
2) How third places can be developed to ameliorate social isolation. Knowledge of placemaking
processes and their relation to social connectedness in light of multiscalar precarity can provide
a foundation for developing community projects aimed at ameliorating precarious workers’
social isolation.
3) How various axes of diversity are incorporated into existing research. Attending to various
axes of identity and their intersections in existing research will help show who can, and cannot,
access and (re)make third places, how they are used, and how social power relations shape
what is done in them.
Theoretical underpinnings informing knowledge synthesis
Consistent with critical paradigmatic underpinnings (Lincoln et al., 2011), our project was
grounded in a commitment to understanding how social power relations and persons without
defined workplaces are implicated in the ongoing production of third places. Lefebvre (1991)
theorized space as produced through ongoing, dynamic transactions of a spatial triad: i)
conceived space, or broader power relations that dictate how space should be used and by
whom; ii) perceived space, or internalized understandings of space and spatial practices that
shape behaviors as well as understandings of who belongs; and iii) lived space, encompassing
what people do and how space is experienced (Delaisse et al., 2021; Lefebvre, 1991; Zieleniec,
2008). This view of space as political and relational (Lefebvre, 1991; Zieleniec, 2008) provides a
framework to critically examine the power dynamics and social relations involved in the
experience of third places for diverse groups, such as precarious workers. By incorporating
Lefevbre’s (1991) conceptualization of space as both a product and process that is
simultaneously shaping and shaped by individuals, groups, and their actions, we broadened our
conceptualization of third places beyond neutral, static, and pre-existing ‘containers’ for
sociability to explore place as a dynamic synthesis of mental, physical, and social space
(Delaisse et al., 2021).
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Our project’s theoretical underpinnings also included critical conceptualizations of placemaking
that address the potential of individual and group ‘doing’ to modify how space is regulated,
understood, practiced, and experienced (Akbar & Edelenbos, 2021; Hoesktra & Pinsker, 2019).
Placemaking, a concept originally describing physical transformation of places, has undergone
a paradigmatic shift to focus on the role of the community in remaking places through ongoing,
iterative social practices (Akbar & Edelenbos, 2021). Whether a person or group is actively
(through instrumental agency) or passively (realized agency) involved in the placemaking
process, their experience is shaped by their context (Johansson et al., 2013). Akbar and
Edelenbos (2021) found that the success of placemaking lies in bottom-up, collaborative,
community approaches; however such a collective endeavor is imbued with socioeconomic,
cultural, organizational, and governmental factors that shape the “informal politics of place”
(Hoesktra & Pinsker, 2019, p. 224) and impact placemaking capacity. Unequal social power
relations are thus reinforced through placemaking, limiting the opportunity for individuals outside
dominant groups to find, create, and occupy meaningful places where they can feel they belong
(Hoesktra & Pinsker, 2019). Incorporating placemaking as a conceptual foundation enabled us
to focus on the complex processes through which precarious workers “create and negotiate a
sense of place through experiences and everyday practices” (Johansson et al., 2013, p. 114) in
fluid first, second, and third places.
Finally, we drew on a critical occupational science perspective (Delaisse, Huot, & Veronis et al.,
2021; Hand et al., 2020; Huot et al., 2020; Laliberte Rudman & Aldrich, 2016; Laliberte Rudman
& Aldrich, 2021; McGrath et al., 2017) to deepen understandings of ‘doing’ in relation to
placemaking and third places. ‘Occupation’ is a concept which refers to the range of activities
that people and groups participate in within everyday life; a critical occupational perspective
attends in part to how these ‘doings’ can reproduce and remake space and place (Delaisse et
al., 2021; Delaisse, Huot, & Veronis et al., 2021). Specifically, the concept of occupational
possibilities (Laliberte Rudman, 2010) underscores how various types of actors come to
understand what they can and should do in a place, as well as what types of occupations are
supported and promoted through the regulation and organization of places. This concept of
occupational possibilities recognizes that people’s positionalities shape what ‘doing’ comes to
be deemed as necessary and expected within broader power relations, as well as where
occupations should and should not be done. Accordingly, this study integrated an
intersectionality lens (Crenshaw, 1991; Hoesktra & Pinsker, 2016) to analyze how multiple
markers of identity, such as age, employment status, race, ethnicity, and gender, coalesce to
shape occupational experiences and possibilities in third places.
Overall, our theoretical foundations enabled us to examine how current knowledge has
addressed the ways that individuals and collectives enact occupations to contribute to the
ongoing production of third places, focusing on the implications of such enactments for access,
inclusion and exclusion, social ties, and occupational possibilities. Integrating Lefebvre’s (1991)
spatial triad with critical conceptualizations of placemaking (Akbar & Edelenbos, 2021; Hoesktra
& Pinsker, 2019; Johansson et al., 2013) and occupation (Delaisse et al., 2021; Laliberte
Rudman, 2010; Laliberte Rudman, 2013) sensitized us to examining if and how existing
research conceptualized third places as dynamically produced through everyday ‘doing’ and
unpacked implications for access, belonging, social ties, and occupation as perceived and lived
through these places.
Methods
We utilized a scoping review approach to map existing knowledge and identify gaps therein
(Colquhoun et al., 2017). Given the multidisciplinary uptake of the concept of third places, the
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varying terminology utilized to refer to such places, and the complexity of research linking social
isolation to precarious employment conditions, a scoping review offered an important first step in
mapping existing evidence (Grimshaw, 2010; Pham, et al., 2014). We followed the five-step
process outlined by Arksey and O’Malley (2005), updated by Levac et al. (2010), and further
refined by Colquhoun et al. (2017), Peters et al. (2020), and Pham et al. (2014). We added two
elements to our scoping review process to appraise existing research: first, we conducted a
quality evaluation in Step 4 to identify gaps and assess credibility and trustworthiness (Brien et
al., 2010; Hand & Letts, 2009; Pham et al., 2014); second, drawing on methods aligned with
critical interpretive synthesis (Benjamin Thomas & Laliberte Rudman, 2018; Dixon-Woods et al.,
2006), we critically examined the assumptions and questions guiding studies and identified
alternative assumptions that might open up new or expanded possibilities for knowledge
generation.
We used Covidence, a web-based collaboration platform, to manage study screening, study
selection, and data extraction and enable cross-site involvement in the scoping review steps.
Consistent with recommendations supporting an iterative, data-driven scoping review process
(Levac et al., 2010; Peters et al., 2020) we continually revisited and adapted our
methodological approach to ensure optimal capture of relevant studies and comprehensive
analysis and interpretation of findings. Aspects of the scoping review process were allocated
across members of the research team, which consisted of the two primary researchers and five
trainees (one doctoral student at Western University (UWO), two doctoral students and one
masters student at the University of Southern California (USC), and one undergraduate student
from the USC Diversity, Inclusion, and Access (DIA) JumpStart program). The primary
researchers met virtually at least bi-weekly with trainees to review progress, make required
adaptations, and maintain a systematic methodological journal. Our scoping review process is
detailed below.
Step 1: Identification of research question. Consistent with the aim of scoping reviews, our
guiding research question (outlined above in the Objectives section) broadly identified the target
group, central concept, and outcomes of interest (Colquhoun et al., 2014; Levac et al., 2010).
Table 1 in Appendix A illustrates initial working conceptualizations of terms associated with our
research question. The target group was persons facing precarious employment circumstances;
qualities defining such circumstances included work that was transient, non-permanent,
unpredictable, having few worker protections or rights, associated with low or unpredictable
remuneration, and inclusive of cyclical or long-term unemployment. The central concept of ‘third’
places was broadly defined following Oldenburg (Oldenburg & Brissett, 1982; Oldenberg, 1999)
and others (e.g., Finlay et al., 2019) to include physical and virtual places outside of home and
work that facilitate social interaction, connection, and support. The outcomes of interest were
social connectedness and social isolation, both of which were broadly conceptualized to be
inclusive of various dimensions (see Table 1). As detailed in Step 2, terms used to address
social experiences and outcomes were further expanded on the basis of preliminary searches.
We envisioned that relevant studies related to our research question would include studies
exploring how members of the target group engage in diverse types of (third) places as part of
the ongoing negotiation of daily life and social relationships, as well as studies examining the
impact of efforts to develop and enact (third) places to address social isolation and enhance
social connectedness for this target group. Thorough understanding of the research question
served as the basis for search strategy development.
Step 2: Identification of relevant studies. The search strategy was designed to capture
relevant peer-reviewed research across social and health sciences literatures within a 10-year
time frame (2012-2022). The primary researchers held a preliminary meeting with the UWO
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research trainee to discuss and clarify the purpose of the scoping review, the perspective of the
search, and the target group, central concept, and outcomes of interest. From there, the UWO
trainee conducted and documented several iterations of preliminary searches in two databases
(Scopus and CINAHL) to develop a comprehensive list of search terms relevant to the central
concept, target population, and outcomes articulated in the guiding question (Colquhoun et al.,
2014). The primary researchers and UWO trainee then consulted a UWO librarian to further
refine search terms and query combinations, identify subject terms, and identify additional
relevant databases. Collaborating with the librarian was particularly crucial given the diffusion of
relevant literature across disciplines and framing of relevant literature using diverse theoretical
concepts and broad conceptualizations of third places and precarious work. The primary
researchers and UWO trainee reviewed the results of subsequent trial searches and their
results to ensure identified studies captured a broad, flexible understanding of place that
recognized the varied physical, social, and virtual places in which people in the target group
gathered. These trial searches revealed a diverse use of terms used to address social
experiences and outcomes; accordingly, subsequent searches incorporated terms related to
social inclusion and exclusion (see Table 1 for definitions) to account for relevant social
experiences and outcomes. Trial searches also helped expand the list of terms that were used
to capture experiences of precarious work. Together, research team members (i.e., both primary
researchers, the UWO doctoral student trainee, one of the USC doctoral student trainees, and
the USC undergraduate student trainee) reviewed the results of preliminary searches,
incorporated the librarian’s recommendations, and finalized the search strategy. Initial search
strategies and refinements were carefully documented and details for final search strategies
were recorded (Peters et al., 2020).
Literature searches were conducted in the following eight databases: Scopus (multidisciplinary),
CINaHL (allied health), PsychInfo (psychology), Sociological Abstracts (social sciences),
Medline (biomedical sciences), JSTOR (multidisciplinary), Communications and Mass Media
Complete (communications), and Business Source Complete (multidisciplinary business). The
UWO doctoral student trainee and one of the USC doctoral student trainees conducted parallel
searches in three alternatively powered databases (Scopus, PsycINFO, and CINAHL) to ensure
consistency and understanding of the search process. The remaining 5 database searches
were divided among the same trainees for independent completion.
The final list of keywords entered into each database, including Boolean operators and asterisks
representing truncations, are presented in Table 2 in Appendix A. Based on the search trials, the
doctoral student trainees developed lists of subject terms to search corresponding to each
category. Searching and incorporating database-specific subject headings facilitated a broader
search beyond in-text keywords, capturing articles in relevant subjects according to each
database’s labeling system. To balance depth and relevance, place-related terms were sought
in the full text of the documents, while the outcome and target group terms were sought in the
title, abstract, and/or keywords of articles. Except for JSTOR, which did not have the capacity to
accommodate all of the search terms and thus only utilized selected terms, all terms were used
in each of the database searches.
Results from each database search were exported into a reference management software
program (Zotero) and then imported into Covidence by the USC undergraduate student trainee.
Hand searches of reference lists (Step 3) were subjected to the same recording and selection
process as above. The number of records imported and processed were captured and
documented in Covidence; a PRISMA flow chart (Figure 1, presented after Step 4, below) was
also developed with sections of the flow chart completed during each subsequent step (Pham et
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al., 2014). A total of 2752 records were identified through the database searches, 503 of which
were duplicates and were removed prior to study screening.
Step 3: Study selection. Our review used a two-phase selection process (Peters et al., 2020;
Pham et al., 2014). In phase one, a title and abstract screening form outlining the inclusion and
exclusion criteria was developed. Initial inclusion criteria included: a) peer-reviewed
research-based articles of any study design (e.g., qualitative, quantitative, mixed method); b)
published from 2012 to 2022; c) majority of study sample consisted of adults (aged 18 and
older) facing precarious employment circumstances; d) findings pertained to places outside
home and work; e) findings linked place to social connections and/or social isolation; and f) full
text article available in English. Exclusion criteria included: a) majority of study sample was
permanently detached from the labour force (e.g., retirees); b) non-peer reviewed; and c)
non-empirical article (e.g., editorial, opinion, discussion). The screening form was pretested by
one doctoral student trainee from each university and one of the primary researchers using the
first 50 citations listed in Covidence to evaluate and discuss reviewer agreement or
disagreement. The research team then amended the abstract screening form to enhance clarity
and facilitate reviewer agreement. The two doctoral student trainees independently conducted
title and abstract screening for every citation and recorded decisions (yes/no/maybe) in
Covidence, using the note function to document reasons for exclusion as well as uncertainties
about their decisions. The trainees met with the primary researchers weekly throughout the
screening process to ask questions, receive clarification, or report any concerns, iteratively
refining criteria as needed. When the trainees’ inclusion and exclusion decisions were in
disagreement, one of the primary researchers reviewed trainees’ notes, performed an
independent screening of the title and abstract, and resolved the conflicts. 2249 studies were
screened in this phase, with 237 moving forward to full-text review.
Phase two involved the full-text review. The primary researchers independently reviewed the
237 full-text documents that made it through phase one screening. Articles excluded at this
stage were assigned a reason for exclusion in Covidence. Disagreements were addressed by
one of the two doctoral student trainees, who resolved the conflicts using a similar process as in
Phase 1. The main reason for exclusion was a lack of a focus on a third place or a place outside
of home or work (n = 146). In addition to some article full texts not being available in English (n
= 5) or not being empirical research-based studies (n = 22), some articles were excluded
because their target group was not precarious workers (n = 34) or they did not address factors
related to social connection or isolation (n = 10). This phase of study selection yielded 20
articles for data extraction. The reference lists of the 20 included articles were later
hand-searched to identify relevant studies not captured in database searches.
Step 4: Data extraction and critical appraisal of research. The research team developed a
form in Covidence to guide the systematic extraction of data and appraisal of methodological
strengths and weaknesses. Key sections of this form included: a) descriptive characteristics of
the article (e.g., citation information, geographical location of research, disciplinary location of
authors); b) research characteristics (e.g., research purpose/question, key concepts related to
place, social connectedness/isolation; theoretical frameworks, methodology, sample size, data
collection approaches, data analysis, findings, key interpretations, implications); c) sample
characteristics (e.g., gender, race, age) and d) research quality. For qualitative studies, Tracy’s
(2010) eight appraisal criteria, designed to bridge various paradigms and methodologies, were
used to appraise included evidence. For quantitative and mixed methods designs, evaluation
sheets from the Critical Appraisal Skills Program (2021) guided appraisal.
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The data extraction form was piloted on 2 articles by the USC masters student trainee, UWO
doctoral student trainee, and one of the primary researchers to ensure clarity and consistency in
extraction results (Colquhoun et al., 2014). The remaining articles were evenly distributed
between the two research trainees, who extracted data and assessed the quality of each article.
Completed data extractions were split in half and each of the primary researchers reviewed and
confirmed their allocated set of extractions.
Simultaneous to the data extraction confirmation process, the trainees scanned the reference
lists of each extracted article, highlighting relevant citations that were not captured in the
database search. This process yielded 12 articles, which were uploaded into Covidence at
Phase 2 (full-text review) and then reviewed and extracted following the same procedures
outlined above. This resulted in the addition of 4 articles, for a total of 24 articles included. The
full references for these 24 articles are listed in Appendix B.

Figure 1. PRISMA diagram.
Step 5: Collating, summarizing, and interpreting findings. To facilitate comparisons across
articles, the USC doctoral student trainee generated documents to separately display results
from each column of the data extraction table. The USC masters student trainee and doctoral
student trainee completed initial descriptive analyses of the data set with guidance from the two
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primary researchers. The trainees identified data that were quantifiable (e.g., geographical
locations of the studies, types of third places, types of methods used) and subsequently
produced numerical summaries and visual representations of those data. Concurrently, the
primary researchers utilized a thematic analysis approach (Harris et al., 2017; Lightfoot et al.,
2018) to understand the types and characteristics of third places addressed in studies; how third
places had been linked to social isolation and connectedness, and main findings regarding
these links; and if and how included studies attended to diversity. The primary researchers
independently coded each qualitative data extraction document after piloting the process with 4
of the documents. Drawing on critical interpretive analysis techniques (Benjamin Thomas &
Laliberte Rudman, 2018; Dixon-Woods et al., 2006), the primary researchers reviewed
extraction documents and coding to identify key assumptions that guided how place and its
connection to social connectedness and isolation was conceptualized and studied, both keeping
reflexive notes. The primary researchers reviewed each others’ coding and reflexive notes,
meeting three times to discuss and refine codes, themes, and critical interpretations. Together,
these analyses generated a summary of what is known in relation to the guiding research
question; a map of this body of research’s key characteristics; a critical consideration of guiding
conceptualizations and assumptions; an assessment of methodological strengths and
weaknesses; and discussion of this body of evidence’s potential for advancing understanding
about the types and characteristics of third places that can maintain social connectedness and
ameliorate social isolation in the lives of people facing precarious employment circumstances.
Results
Descriptive characteristics of article set.
The 24 articles examined for this scoping review were authored from a range of academic
disciplinary perspectives, with greater representation of anthropological, geographical, and
sociological perspectives (see Figure 2).

Figure 2.
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As illustrated in Figures 3 and 4, a majority of the studies occurred in countries labeled as high
or upper-middle income by the World Bank (n.d.), and researchers located in the United
Kingdom, Australia, and the United States were most frequently represented among the
authors. This juxtaposition shows that authors from high or upper-middle income countries were
involved in studies outside the global contexts in which they were professionally affiliated; this
meant that few articles focused on precarious workers in Canada, the United States, or other
high to upper-middle income countries.

Figure 3.

Figure 4.
Almost half of the included articles did not specify a methodological approach (see Figure 5),
although a range of qualitative data collection methods were employed across studies (see
Figure 6). Further raising concerns regarding transparency and rigor, a significant percentage of
studies did not specify the analysis approach used (see Figure 7); of the articles that did, most
identified using an ethnographic approach, one indicated a mixed methodology, and none were
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solely quantitative (see Figure 5). Reflecting the range of disciplinary affiliations linked to article
authors, studies reported drawing on a diversity of theoretical frameworks and concepts with
few points of common reference across the article set, presenting another challenge to the
synthesis of study results. Examples of theoretical frameworks and concepts mobilized in these
studies include: social network theory; Bourdieu’s work on social capital; Lefebrve’s critical
conceptualization of space/place; Butler’s work on precarity; critical race theory; critical feminist
theory; a critical mobilities paradigm; and concepts addresing politics of care, reciprocity,
friendship, deterritorialization, types of social support, austerity politics, and multiculturalism. In
large part, these theoretical frameworks and concepts were mobilized as interpretive resources
to make sense of descriptive findings, with a smaller proportion of studies integrating theoretical
frameworks to critically frame issues being studied or articulate a research purpose in ways that
embodied a critical intent to address issues of power, equity, or marginalization.

Figure 5.

Figure 6.
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Figure 7.
Consistent with qualitative methodological approaches, most studies had small sample sizes
(e.g., fewer than 40 participants). Participants’ demographic characteristics (e.g., age, race,
gender) were not reported with uniform clarity across studies, thus making it difficult to build a
comprehensive picture of how intersections of precarious workers’ social identities were
addressed. A majority of the studies (n = 21) focused on target groups of either foreign
temporary migrant workers or gig, contract, freelance, or entrepreneurial workers; within these
target groups, a few studies attended to the intersection of social markers (e.g., gender,
citizenship status) and type of work (e.g., farmworker, freelancer). There was less attention to
other groups known to be at risk of precarious employment (Lewchuk et al., 2015; May, 2019);
for example, only a few studies attended to youth while none focused on racialized men and
women who are not migrants, workers without post-secondary education, aging and older
workers, or persons experiencing cyclical unemployment.
Qualitative findings.
Research question/purpose statement themes.
Research questions and purpose statements across the articles demonstrated a variety of foci,
although they were most often worded to reflect a descriptive emphasis. Given the diversity of
authors’ disciplinary affiliations, it is not surprising that the 24 studies explored a range of
research questions and claimed an array of purposes. For example, Rossitto and Lampinen’s
(2018) study of “Hoffice” coworking spaces in Sweden focused on the organization and
experience of participating in “Hoffice” events, including “why people are attracted to the
community, what makes participation worthwhile” (p. 953) and “how the resulting [Hoffice]
practices can be interpreted as a sustainable alternative to contemporary flexible forms of work”
(p. 949). This stands in contrast to Landau’s (2018) study of “estuarial zones” in three African
cities, which aimed to open “space for understanding social relationships” and explore
“disconnection and social alienation” as potentially positive and something that residents might
desire (pp. 507-508). As noted above, some studies did integrate a critical frame in articulating
their purposes and questions, starting with explicit attention to issues of power, inclusion, and
exclusion. For example, Tungohan’s (2017) study of Filipino temporary foreign workers in
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Canada and Basok and George’s (2021) study of temporary migrant farmworkers in Canada
respectively aimed to explore “how public spaces reinforce gender, race, and class hierarchies”
(Tungohan, 2017, p. 13) and analyze “how temporariness impacts the sense of belonging and
perceptions of social inclusion” (Basok & George, 2021, p. 99).
Assessing the kinds of questions that have been asked in this body of research provided a way
to understand assumptions regarding which populations are important to study, what challenges
those groups are imagined to face, and what kinds of problems are framed as needing to be
resolved. Through our analysis, we grouped the research questions and purpose statements
into the following categories (which we describe below with selected examples):
1. Describing how precarious workers enact agency to meet needs. Studies with research
questions or purpose statements in this category tended to focus on how people used or
engaged with spaces to meet particular needs. For example, Straughan and Bissell
(2021) explored “generative sociality” among urban gig workers in Australia and how
engagement with gig work applications enabled “practices of social curiosity” (p. 3).
Hoang’s (2016) research with Vietnamese migrant workers in Taiwan aimed to
understand “how co-ethnic ties are developed and sustained” in relation to social capital
processes (p. 691). Petrou and Connell’s (2019) study of ni-Vanuatu seasonal migrant
workers in Australia aimed to show how those workers “use their own human agency to
achieve solutions, put in place warnings, advise on trends and maintain useful social
contact to negotiate the inherent power imbalances that characterise guestworker
schemes" (p.117).
2. Describing experiences of social marginalization or exclusion. Studies with research
questions or purpose statements in this category tended to focus on characteristics of
lived experience that shaped experiences of social marginalization or exclusion. For
instance, Wu’s (2021) study of Timorese seasonal agricultural workers in Australia
explored “the social costs of labor migration” (p. 313), “constraints on social
opportunities” (p. 314), and “the role of information and communication technologies
(ICTs) in maintaining long-distance family relationships and other social networks" (p.
314). Hamid and Tutt’s (2019) study illustrated the “exclusionary social practices” (p.
513) that shaped experiences of social marginalization for Tamil migrant construction
workers in Singapore.
3. Analyzing how social needs and social relations differ for people in precarious situations.
Studies with research questions or purpose statements in this category appeared to start
from a place of recognizing differences in social experiences for people facing
precarious employment circumstances. For example, Bonner-Thompson and McDowell’s
(2020) study of young men in coastal English towns aimed to “trouble understandings of
care, disrupting widespread associations between femininity and caring" (p. 2), and to
“explore the emergence and shape of caring relations” (p. 4) among the male study
participants. Likewise, Kudejira’s (2021) exploration of food as a mediator of social
relations among “undocumented Zimbabwean farmworkers and other Zimbabwean
migrants” (p. 17) in South Africa recognized the complexity of social relations among
different types (e.g., farmworkers versus professionals) of foreign migrant workers.
4. Describing how particular places or spaces are venues for conflict or resistance. Studies
with research questions or purpose statements in this category appeared to start from a
place of recognizing connections between the micro-politics of space and larger social
relations that shape place-based governing and surveillance. Aquino et al.’s (2020)
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examination of temporary migrant workers in Singapore aimed to assess the “potentials
and limits” of engagement in “outdoor informal team sport and recreation” for “fostering
inclusion and exclusion of marginalized migrant groups” (p. 3). Similarly, Piocos’ (2019)
study of Filipina and Indonesian domestic workers’ use of public squares in Hong Kong
aimed to illustrate “how space is a contested arena” (p. 164). Less direct contributions
along these lines were evident in Yao et al.’s (2021) study of “how peer social support is
exchanged and how collective action is organized in social media groups among
physical gig workers” (p. 7). Although only a few studies highlighted this focus in their
research questions or purpose statements, the theme of social conflict and resistance
was evident across many articles.
Types of third places addressed.
Only 2 articles explicitly took up the concept of ‘third places’, and 17 of the articles did not
directly define how they conceptualized ‘place’; despite this, the studies addressed a range of
physical and virtual places as sites of the actions or social processes under study. Physical
places and spaces represented in the articles included alleys, curbs, streets, parking lots, town
squares, churches, stores, cars, community centers, non-profit organizations, eating and
drinking establishments, residences, outdoor recreational areas, and coworking locations.
Virtual places and spaces included social media groups, gig work applications, online
messaging applications, and mobile phone calls.
Articles often referred to places and spaces as public, semi-public, or private in nature. Our
analysis revealed an alternate way to group spaces and places as pre-existing, fixed places
(e.g., specific churches, parks, squares, social media groups, non-governmental organizations
in which people congregated), places created as part of a larger network (e.g., drop in
gatherings in private residences or coworking spaces), and places transformed from their
original purposes to meet particular needs (e.g., curbs or streets that are used for more than
physical mobility). Across these groupings, studies highlighted how precarious workers enacted
agency within the constraints of precarity by creating, maintaining, and participating in places
that met their interconnected social, material, and emotional needs. For example, in articles
about Tamil migrant construction workers in Singapore, Hamid (2015) and Hamid and Tutt
(2019) described how workers used “leftover” spaces to gather with similarly situated peers, for
example by using a street drain as a meeting place to eat lunch, as a response to exclusionary
social practices that intersected with precarious work conditions to keep migrant workers on the
margins of public spaces. Tassinari and Maccarrone’s (2020) study of food delivery gig workers’
labour mobilizations in England and Italy illustrated the use of “free spaces” (e.g., delivery
waiting points in parks or outside restaurants) to develop solidarity among peers. This
repurposing of places differed from other examples of transformed spaces that created meeting
points for geographically dispersed individuals: in Allison (2012a; 2012b), a regional network of
‘community living rooms’ brought neighbors into each other’s homes to address increasing
experiences of precarity and social disconnection in Japan; in Maffie (2020), ridehail drivers’
after-hours use of a bank parking lot fostered connections among gig workers in between their
gigs. These transformed places differed still from the many examples of pre-existing spaces and
people’s use of them, as illustrated in Tan’s (2021) study of migrant manufacturing workers’ use
of a community square in China, Soriano and Cabañes’s (2020) study of Filipino freelance
digital workers’ use of online Facebook groups, and Gandini and Cossu’s (2021) study of
coworking spaces in England and Italy. It is important to note that agentic placemaking activities
of precarious workers was also prominent in studies addressing the use of pre-existing spaces.
For example, Piocos (2019) argued that Filipina domestic workers’ collective use of space within
a public park on their days off expressed resistance to their marginalization and made claims to
public place “through mundane social practices. By laughing, talking and eating en masse,
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[they] demanded to be seen and refused to be moved” (p. 165). Also examining migrants’ use of
pre-existing place, Aquino et al. (2020), drawing on Lefebrve’s (1996) notion of the “Right to the
City” (p. 2), interpreted the repurposing of a vacant lot by female migrant domestic workers to
gather to play volleyball each Sunday as an “active reconfiguration of the urban environment
through modes of ‘everyday resistance’ ” that served to create “arenas of economic, social and
political migrant resource generation” (p. 13).
In addition to describing the places and spaces that people made use of, some studies also
identified places that participants could not access due to the precarious nature of their lives.
For example, Monticelli and Baglioni (2017) highlighted clubs, pubs, gyms, and markets as
inaccessible to young unemployed workers in Turin, Italy due to their reduced finances.
Bonner-Thompson and McDowell (2020) described a similar situation for young men in coastal
English towns, whose former use of arcades and bars was replaced by leisure and relaxation in
fee-free beach spaces because third places within the city environment served as reminders of
their “‘worklessness and precarious living’” (p. 4).
Characteristics of third places addressed.
Links between precarious circumstances and characteristics of third places were evident
throughout the data set. In a particularly direct example of this connection, Hamid and Tutt
(2019) drew on theoretical work by Banki to link “precarity of place” (p. 522)—or, experiences of
vulnerability when inhabiting public places and restricted mobility moving between public
places—to the precarity of work experienced by Tamil migrant construction workers in
Singapore. In other studies, third places created and/or engaged in by precarious workers were
characterized by features which appeared to align with their precarity-related needs and
capacities. These characteristics included:
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

being accessible or having low barriers to entry (financially, physically, geographically, or
being open to all people);
being available to people on a predictable basis without a high obligation or commitment;
supporting easy communication with others in the place;
enabling receipt and/or exchange of resources and/or socioemotional support;
facilitating feelings of calm, comfort, and/or belonging or inclusion;
shaped by a shared or common purpose and set of users;
having a flexible or malleable form that accommodated diverse levels and types of use;
facilitating collective actions or occupations (inclusive of a range of types of activity
engagement) among attendees; and
constituting an escape away from governance structures.

As exemplified by articles that discussed restrictions on access to third places (e.g.,
Bonner-Thompson & McDowell, 2020, Monticelli & Baglioni, 2017), a lack of some of the above
characteristics was often linked to experiences of activity limitations or social exclusion.
In some instances, studies described third places as having blurred boundaries with other kinds
of places (i.e., work and home). For example, Wright et al.’s (2022) study of a coworking space
in England described how it blurred boundaries between work and social life through its
emphasis on social support as a key action binding community members. Piocos’ (2019) study
of Filipina and Indonesian live-in domestic workers in Hong Kong framed the blurring of work
and home life as an impetus for workers’ use of public squares to transgress social boundaries,
claim identities, and assert belonging despite otherwise marginalizing conditions.
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Social outcomes and experiences linked to third places.
In line with critical scholars who have emphasized the need to reconceptualize Oldenberg’s
original concept of ‘third places’ (e.g., Bosman & Dolley, 2019; Fullgar et al., 2019), the findings
of this scoping review highlight the need for broader consideration of the social outcomes and
experiences linked to third places. Overall, these findings demonstrate that the social
contributions of third places in the lives of precarious workers extend beyond Oldenberg’s
(Oldenburg & Brisett,1982; Oldenburg, 1999) emphasis on ‘pure sociability’, a term used to
describe experiences marked by happiness, relief, and suspension of social difference. More
specifically, the social outcomes and experiences that surfaced within this body of research
marked out how conditions of precarity were dialectically related to what was needed from and
derived through third places, such that precarious work conditions shaped the social
experiences and outcomes that were sought, experienced, and valued, and social experiences
and outcomes contributed to how workers negotiated and managed the pervasiveness
implications of precarity. The following social experiences and outcomes were found to thread
across studies: achieving a sense of belonging to a particular collective of persons who
identified as sharing similarities; experiencing a temporary refuge or respite from the conditions
of precarity; asserting presence and visibility as a means to counter social invisibility and
marginalization; and participating in exchanges of diverse resources and forms of care to
survive and manage precarious work and social marginalization. In addition, although
Oldenberg’s original conceptualization primarily focused on the social benefits and sense of
inclusion achieved through third places, this body of research also highlighted how third places
in the lives of precarious workers are associated with managing social risks and obligations and
reinforcing experiences of social exclusion. Each of the findings related to social experiences
and outcomes is described in further detail below.
Within contexts where precarious workers were actively excluded from ‘mainstream’ places,
many studies demonstrated how third places enabled participation in alternative socialities, that
is, forms and places of social interaction outside of those dominant in the broader community or
society. Participation in places that enabled alternative socialities was tied to achieving a sense
of belonging to a particular collective of persons who identified as sharing similarities, whether
as precarious workers or along lines of social markers such as ethnicity, citizenship status, age,
and specific type of precarious work. For example, particularly in studies focused on temporary
foreign workers or migrant workers, there was evidence of a collective forming in relation to a
particular shared ethnic or national identity that intersected with involvement in precarious forms
of migrant work. Piocos’ (2019) analysis of how a group of female Filipina domestic workers
came together each Sunday within a public square in Hong Kong argued that these workers
reconfigured this public space for “community-building” (p.176) to generate “new imaginaries of
community that are crucial to their sense of belonging in transnational spaces” (p. 167). Several
studies examining interactions in virtual spaces amongst gig workers connected the details of
exchanges that occurred to a sense of being part of a community of similar workers. Maffie
(2020) found that a sense of “collective identity” (p. 131) was expressed by ridehail drivers
within Facebook posts, while Yao et al. (2021) found that some gig workers expressed that
social media group interactions “helped them not to feel like outsiders'' and “gave them a sense
of comfort, as well as a sense of community” (p. 17). The sense of belonging achieved through
both physical and virtual third places was connected to workers seeing themselves as part of a
collective identity associated with shared norms, values, motivations, and commitments which
often ran counter to those prevalent in the broader societies of study locations. For example,
Rossitto and Lampinen (2018) found that Hoffice co-working spaces resisted a “frame of
workplaces as sites associated with profit, competition and managerial structures” through the
“co-creation of an alternative” co-working space that embedded “central values of trust,
self-actualization and openness” and had the “the potential to re-position people as valued
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members of their local communities, and as active co-creators of their working conditions” (p.
968). As well, opportunities to share experiences of adversity and engage in processes that
enhanced collective awareness of larger social, economic, and political conditions fostering
precarity created and sustained a sense of belonging among third place users. In a study
exploring how workplace solidarity developed within two groups of food platform delivery
workers, Tassinari and Maccarrone (2020) found that virtual meeting spaces “provided a
channel to start airing grievances and recognising them as shared beyond workers’ individuals
experiences, solidifying a sense of collectivity” (p. 45).
At the same time that third places were connected to achieving a sense of belonging based on
shared identities tied to precarious work conditions and experiences of social marginalization,
such places could also be associated with achieving a temporary refuge or respite from
conditions of precarity including isolation, uncertainty, public surveillance, and a lack of hope. In
some cases, respite took the form of movement toward a central location away from spatially
segregated work and living environments, which were often strategically located on the outskirts
of a city or town to reinforce social distance. Hamid and Tutt (2019) found that Tamil migrant
workers “dispersed around the edges of Singapore“ (p. 61) experienced weekly visits to a
central area designated as ‘Little India’ as a break from feeling disconnected from home. Within
Aquino et al.’s (2020) study of temporary migrant workers in Singapore, traveling from housing
that was spatially distant from the urban core to outdoor informal sport locations within the city,
provided “respite because, ‘Singapore is work, work, work’. Being outdoors especially brings
relief and release, including from overcrowded households which often bring conflict" (p. 9).
Achieving a sense of refuge and respite also involved nurturing social connections associated
with experiences of excitement, joy, relaxation, and hope. For example, Bonner-Thompson and
McDowell (2020) found that young males managing precarious work options in coastal English
towns found refuge in hanging out in nature-based places that were “relatively free from the
forms of surveillance they were usually subjected to” (p. 5): as noted by one participant, “‘We’ve
got a lovely beach…It makes us relaxed, you know. It makes us not care about anything in the
world’” (pp. 4-5). Although Basok and George (2021) concluded that migrant farmworkers did
not feel a sense of attachment to the rural Canadian community in which they worked, the
farmworkers did experience temporary respite from their limited sense of belonging when
participating in culturally related festivities occurring within town: “These celebrations bring
Spanish-speaking migrants together in a relaxing and joyous environment that make it possible
for them to temporarily forget their loneliness and take their minds off the tensions and conflicts
some of the migrants experience in their homes and at work" (p. 105).
As noted above, many of the articles highlighted the involvement of precarious workers in
placemaking; such active involvement was connected to asserting presence and visibility as a
means to counter social invisibility and marginalization. In a study examining participation in
places designed to bring together Japanese young adults managing precarious work, Allison
(2012b) observed that participation in a club hosting a “Stop Suicide” (p. 363) open performance
was associated with achieving recognition and countering exclusion: “it is the recognition one
receives and gives in turn. Rather than succumbing to social exclusion (or death), one makes
their handicaps the very basis for being and belonging in the room” (p. 364). Piocos’ (2019)
analysis of the placemaking activities of Filipina and Indonesian foreign domestic workers in a
public square connected various actions to the assertion of visibility and resistance to employer
control: “singing and dancing are ways in which the Filipinas and Indonesians ‘assert their
visibility through spectacle’, resist their reduction to domestic bodies at the beck and call, or
mercy, of their employers” (p. 505). Hamid and Tutt’s (2019) analysis of the activities of Tamil
construction workers within the Little India area of Singapore contended that these workers
manipulated marginal spaces in order to “work strategically to question temporariness” (p. 532).
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A final common form of social experience that emerged from these studies was third places
enabling participation in exchanges of diverse resources and forms of care to survive and
manage precarious work and social marginalization. Shared resources highlighted in the studies
were sometimes tied to precarious workers’ basic needs for survival, such as food, housing, or
money, in addition to surviving abusive work and social situations. Landau’s (2018) analysis of
the dynamics of urban friendships amongst groups “straddling divides between economic and
‘forced’ migrants” (p. 508) in three South African cities revealed ways that precarious workers
insinuated ”themselves, however shallowly, in the networks and spaces needed to achieve
specific practical goals” (p. 516) related to managing individual and collective risks. In a study of
networks established by Vietnamese migrant workers in Taiwan, Hoang (2016) found that
casual connections made in places such as prayer temples, churches, parks, and ethnic
eateries transformed into ”networks of sisterhood and survival” (p. 696) when women
experienced neglect from employers or job loss. Resources shared within third places also
encompassed forms of support and capital that enhanced workers’ capacity to negotiate
precarious workplace conditions and optimize the financial gain to be achieved through work,
thus blurring the line between third places and workplaces. For example, Wright et al.’s (2021)
ethnographic exploration of a co-working space in England demonstrated that co-workers both
provided and received emotional support and were also drawn to the co-working place to “gain
instrumental features of social support, such as the opportunity to access talent and grow their
business" (p. 67). Soriano and Cabañes (2020) developed the concept of entrepreneurial
solidarities to capture the social exchanges occurring amongst freelance digital platform workers
in social media collectives to capture how third places assisted workers in navigating the
ambiguities of their work: "these [questions/answers/advice-seeking and response posts] pertain
to complex sense-making and continued rethinking on the part of the workers, especially in the
digital labor environment when there are no institutionalized mechanisms for help nor manuals
to follow on ‘how to maintain a job,’ or ‘how to deal with foreign clients’” (p. 7). Moreover, third
places functioned as places in which precarious workers derived interrelated practical,
emotional, and social benefits for navigating implications of precarity beyond work through
giving and receiving various forms of assistance and care. Petrou and Connell’s (2019) analysis
of posts within a Facebook group open to seasonal workers from Vanuatu pointed to the
importance of sharing and obtaining practical information on negotiating life in Australia, such as
"useful knowledge about the practicalities of life in a foreign country beyond mere accounts of
scenery. Much of this knowledge – such as how to use a bank card or ATM – was essential to
life in Australia…” (p. 126). Bonner-Thompson and McDowell’s study of youth navigating
precarious work conditions in a coastal town highlighted how reciprocal practices of care “were
deeply rooted in the places that they lived and frequented” (p. 4), including natural spaces,
“street corners, drop-in centres and leisure spaces” (p. 4).
Although third places were shown to be associated with experiencing desired and needed social
experiences and outcomes, precarious conditions also meant that such places could also be
associated with risks and obligations. The need to manage social risks and obligations set
boundaries on if and how precarious workers engaged in third places and the extent to which
positive social experiences and outcomes were realized. For example, Landau (2018) found
that migrant workers in South African cities would minimize engagement with other migrant
workers in particular places to avoid developing obligations that could work against their
capabilities to meet transnational commitments: "Rather than embed themselves in
geographically proximate relationships and friendships as a form of shelter and support, many
urban residents intentionally self-alienate and self-deprive in service of kin, community and
futures elsewhere" (p. 511). Hoang (2016) also found that migrant workers sometimes
maintained social distance to minimize the risk of conflicting expectations of reciprocity: “Many
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women in my study deliberately kept a distance from their compatriots, especially those from the
same village... Inconsistencies in subjective definitions of obligation and reciprocity were a
common cause of conflict and disruptions in migrants' social life" (pp. 699-700).
As well, particularly when third places were created by precarious workers in marginal or
contested places to bring similar workers together, the places themselves could be marked by
precarity and might also reinforce experiences of social exclusion. Several articles noted that
although gathering in particular public places promoted a sense of belonging amongst
collectives of precarious workers facing broader social exclusion, this sense of belonging was
often temporary, rarely extended out to other places, and did not extend connections to
members of broader communities. For example, Hamid (2015) found that Tamil migrant workers
who gathered in the Little India district of Singapore on Sundays experienced both a sense of
belonging and alienation: “While labouring in the global city, the only space Tamil migrant
workers have found comfort and where they feel closest to home is Little India, yet they face
exclusion from the residents and citizens there, making it an unhomely space for them" (p. 17).
Tan’s (2021) examination of temporary migrants found that although their use of a community
space in Dongguan, China to “congregate, socialise and exercise during after-work hours” (p.
4688) did create “sense of belonging that enabled temporary migrants to escape from work and
household chores and to be integrated into urban life temporarily” (p. 4698), “the social inclusion
experienced by temporary migrants in the community square was rather illusive” and “the social
connection established among temporary migrants in the community square was not likely to be
transferred to other social occasions in other parts of the city." (p. 4698). As well, social
exclusion could be experienced within third places in ways that reinforced social hierarchies and
gendered exclusions. Kudejira’s (2021) exploration of the role of food within social relations
amongst Zimbabwean workers in South Africa found that certain places reinforced differences
amongst such workers: "Whilst food sharing is also widely practised amongst the
undocumented Zimbabwean farmworkers, the Blue House scenario allows us to understand
issues of exclusion and inclusion in network formation…Because it is an affluent place, the Blue
House is only accessible to Zimbabwean migrants who are employed in sectors that are fairly
well remunerated and not to undocumented migrant farmworkers." (p. 26). In relation to gender,
Wright et al.’s (2021) attention to the “darker side” of coworking spaces pointed to how a
masculine culture was experienced as exclusionary: “Coworkers that ‘fitted’ into this form of
camaraderie developed relationships underpinned by trust and empathic understanding.
However, the gendered tone of the rituals and discourse in Community Space, at best,
presented an inhospitable environment for coworkers that didn't prescribe to this masculine
culture, at worst, it could have been exclusionary" (p. 69).
Analysis of research strengths, weaknesses, and gaps.
Several strengths characterize the current state of knowledge. First, the diversity of disciplinary,
theoretical, and conceptual lenses applied across the literature yields a rich collection of
understandings about the facets of varied third places and the range of social outcomes for
precarious workers who use and create them. Such richness offers a multifaceted foundation for
uptake and application of knowledge. Second, the predominance of qualitative approaches
across articles in this scoping review generated detailed descriptions that serve as examples of
the in-depth considerations needed to fully answer the guiding research question, as well as the
contextual considerations important to attend to within policy and practice efforts aimed at
supporting third places that align with the lives and needs of precarious workers. Third, this
body of literature brings attention to and amplifies the experiences and agentic practices of
several marginalized groups, seeding possibilities for a variety of stakeholders to collaboratively
enact critical transformations with those groups based on existing evidence.
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Based on our appraisals (Step 4) and critical interpretations of extracted data (Step 5), these 24
articles also evidenced some weaknesses. 14 of the 24 articles (~58%) lacked information
needed to assess research quality; the most common omissions related to research rigor (e.g.,
sufficient detail regarding theoretical, methodological, or analytic approach; detail regarding
demographic characteristics and size of participant sample), sincerity (e.g., reflexive statements
about researcher values and positioning; transparency regarding details of data collection
methods), and in some cases, credibility (e.g., thick description of evidence to support claims).
The lack of theoretical, methodological, and analytic details in this body of work may be due to
reasons other than poor study rigor, including varying conventions across academic disciplines
and journals related to the reporting of study details. Nonetheless, implications drawn from this
set of sources must be understood with these limitations in mind.
As is discussed further below, this body of work also illuminates gaps in knowledge related to
our guiding research question. Existing studies’ predominant focus on foreign temporary
workers and migrant workers engaged with precarious work in high- and upper-middle income
countries reveals a lack of attention to the intersections of social isolation, precarity, and place
for other residents and citizens in those global locations. Current literature also appears to lack
examples of explicit interventions to create third places as a response to issues of social
isolation. Although the studies contained many examples of precarious workers engaging in
placemaking as a response to experiences of exclusion or disconnection, the lack of examples
of parallel efforts by others in positions of greater social power is vital to note.
Implications
Research implications.
Research implications derived from this scoping review include: addressing gaps in the existing
body of knowledge pertaining to types of precarious workers and study locations; enhancing the
quality of the research being conducted; encouraging the use of critical qualitative
methodologies to further unpack inequities and mobilize an intersectionality lens; and expanding
conceptualizations of ‘third places’ and their associated social purposes to inform practices and
policies that are optimally responsive to the spatial and social needs of precarious workers. Key
research implications include:
●

Given the paucity of studies addressing precarious workers in Canada, particularly
precarious workers beyond migrant workers, there is need for studies that address a
diversity of precarious workers in Canadian contexts, such as racialized men and women
who are not migrants, workers without post-secondary education, gig and contract
workers, persons experiencing cyclical unemployment, youth, and older workers.

●

Research quality could be enhanced through: explicit use of qualitative methodologies
that promote coherent, in-depth investigations aligned with study purposes; more
detailed transparency and reporting of methods and sample characteristics; and greater
attention to researchers’ positionalities and use of critical reflexivity to optimize the
generation of knowledge that extends beyond starting assumptions.

●

Given that research findings point to the importance of attending to power dynamics
involved in the production of social inclusion and exclusion, the resistive potential of third
spaces, and ways that broader societal forms of oppression and discrimination bound
possibilities for achieving a sense of belonging and managing pervasive precarious
conditions, there is a greater need for critical qualitative methodologies within this area of
study. Such methodologies, which are informed by critical social theory, provide a

23
productive space for methodological expansion given their commitment to “connecting
the everyday to larger political and economic questions” (Mumby, 2014, p. 252); their
capacity to unpack and question the production of inequities;, their attention to how
intersections of axes of diversity (e.g. age, race, social class) are implicated in the
production of inequities; and their potential to create knowledge that can inform
transformations of practices, systems and structures to address inequities (Canella &
Lincoln, 2009; Carbado et al., 2013; Laliberte Rudman & Aldrich, 2017).
●

Aligned with scholars who have challenged Oldenburg’s original conceptualization of
third places given its roots in normative assumptions aligned with the positionalities of
white, middle class, working males (Bosman & Dolley, 2019; Fullgar et al., 2019), this
scoping review further highlights the inadequacy of Oldenburg’s conceptualization by
pointing to complex processes of placemaking; the dynamics of inclusion and exclusion;
the blurring of ‘third’, work, and home places; the centrality of social experiences and
outcomes that extend beyond ‘pure sociability’; and the diverse types of activities
occurring within third places. Hence the need for a critical reconceptualization of ‘third
places’ and/or development of alternative concepts to provide a conceptual basis for
examining precarious workers’ placemaking activities and the types of places that enable
precarious workers to realize social experiences and outcomes of relevance.

●

Given that many studies emphasized the limits of ‘third places’ produced and maintained
by precarious workers, pointing to how the sense of belonging achieved was often
temporary, rarely extended out to other places, and did not extend connections to
members of broader communities, there is also a need for research that critically
unpacks and questions processes of ‘othering’ enacted and perpetuated by members of
dominant/normative groups that sustain the spatial and social segregation of precarious
workers.

Policy implications.
Policy efforts aimed at addressing the interconnected spatial and social belonging of precarious
workers should attend to both supporting precarious workers’ placemaking activities and
working against precarious workers’ social and spatial segregation. Ideally, policy development
and implementation should be done collaboratively, with ongoing input from precarious workers
and with a transformative intent to combat existing forms of social exclusion and the
pervasiveness of precarious conditions. Policy recommendations include:
●

Provide support for the placemaking activities of precarious workers through taking
measures that reduce the burden, risks, and obligations associated with such activities.
For example, policymakers can provide funding to subsidize placemaking activities and
support the sustainability of the ‘third places’ that are created.

●

Utilize a justice-focused lens to inform policies addressing the design and use of public
places. Such a lens can inform creation of inclusive places that enable diverse uses,
recognize difference, foster interactions across difference, promote an ethic of mutual
care, and are managed in fair and equitable ways (Aquino et al., 2020).

●

Combat stigma, processes of ‘othering’, and inequities that socially and spatially
marginalize precarious workers. For example, policymakers can conduct anti-stigma
campaigns, support precarious workers’ advocacy efforts, review and change
institutional policies and practices that may perpetuate othering, and implement
measures that support precarious workers’ rights and access to essential resources.
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Practice implications.
Practice implications are of relevance to a variety of types of places, such as co-working
spaces, community centres, businesses, or public outdoor and indoor places, and a variety of
types of social actors who may shape and engage in such places, such as precarious workers
themselves, community organizations, social service workers, community development
professionals, and urban designers. Key practice implications include:
●

Create or modify third places so that they optimally facilitate the social experiences and
outcomes needed and desired by people facing precarious employment circumstances.
These actions must be participatory, integrating opportunities for co-creation and
co-maintenance of third places, to ensure integration of qualities and characteristics that
precarious workers value.

●

Optimize collaborative placemaking through drawing on knowledge generated through
existing research that highlights characteristics of third places aligned with precarious
workers’ needs and capacities.

●

Account for how people use and make third places through everyday occupations in
ways that seek to expand occupational possibilities. Ensure that collaborative
placemaking facilitates diverse social and activity needs associated with precarity (e.g.,
resource seeking, recovering, resisting), as well as collective activities (e.g., leisure,
food-related, religious, cultural celebrations, information sharing) that bring similarly
situated people together and build a sense of belonging.

●

Proactively manage barriers to participating in third places by accounting for resource,
physical, mobility, and other limitations that characterize precarious lives. Facilitate
acquisition of needed resources to support use, creation, and maintenance of third
places.

●

Attend to dynamics of inclusion and exclusion in ongoing ways to minimize the
reproduction of broader forms of exclusion in third places. Create places that promote
connection across differences and integrate practices aimed at leveling power
differences and combating exclusion.
Conclusion

A multi-layered scoping review approach led to the generation of this final report, which has
presented and discussed implications for understanding key dimensions and types of third
places that can be leveraged to work against social isolation, disconnection and exclusion for
precarious workers. Analysis of the 24 articles included in this scoping review suggest that the
state of knowledge on this topic, while emerging and in need of enhancements, offers useful
starting points for future research, policy, and practice efforts. Further inquiries equipped with
more robust theoretical, methodological, and analytic foundations, along with a focus on a more
diverse target group and attention to issues of power, will bolster opportunities for
research-informed transformative policies and practices.
Knowledge Mobilization Activities
We will begin our knowledge mobilization activities to engage people in academic and
non-academic sectors following the SSHRC Knowledge Synthesis Grant Virtual Forum in
November 2022. Our knowledge mobilization activities, which aim to inform and contribute to
efforts aimed at ameliorating social isolation and exclusion for precarious workers, are
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anticipated to occur over a 5-month period. In addition to posting this final report in the
Scholarship at Western repository (https://ir.lib.uwo.ca/otpub/54), we plan to generate
publications, presentations, and social media content and host a virtual forum to engage with
multiple stakeholders.
Academic efforts.
Knowledge dissemination activities will begin with a focus on the academic sector through the
adaptation of this final report into two open-access scholarly publications during November and
December 2022. At the time of report writing, submission targets for anticipated publications
included the Journal of Occupational Science and a multidisciplinary social sciences journal (to
be determined). The final report, evidence brief, and journal publications will be mobilized
through the primary researchers’ institutional repositories (i.e., Scholarship@Western) and
newsletters (i.e., USC Chan monthly email update). These products will also be posted on the
primary researchers’ faculty webpages on their respective university websites and incorporated
into the researchers’ graduate-level instructional activities (e.g., seminars in health science,
occupational science, and occupational therapy programs) in the first quarter of 2023.
The researchers will also adapt and share written products developed in November and
December 2022 through existing networks and upcoming events therein (e.g., Centre for
Research on Health Equity and Social Inclusion (CHRESI); International Social Transformation
through Occupation Network; London Recovery Network; USC Chan 2023 Gamechanger:
Knowledge Mobilization Team Competition; Western Faculty of Health Sciences Health
Connections Series). Collectively, these activities will reach a variety of academic stakeholders
(i.e., researchers across disciplines, undergraduate/graduate students), as well as various types
of community-based partners.
We also plan to enhance interpretation of study findings by obtaining input from academics
across multiple disciplines; this will, in turn, generate interdisciplinary research priorities and
begin to form a network of researchers around this topic area. The primary researchers will
invite academics from their existing interdisciplinary partnerships, which span urban planning,
geography, public health, women's studies, occupational science, labour studies, sociology,
migration studies, and management studies, to participate in a virtual meeting in the first quarter
of 2023. The researchers will also invite key academics who published articles included in the
scoping review to the virtual meeting in an effort to extend the reach of their network and elicit
expert feedback. A brief study report will be sent in advance of the virtual meeting, and an
igniter presentation will be used to facilitate dialogue among academic peers.
Mobilization beyond academic contexts.
To further move beyond the academic arena, the primary researchers will engage marketing
and communications staff at the University of Southern California and Western University to
communicate project findings via social media and news outlets. Dedicated social media
handles/pages will be created to mobilize knowledge in plain language and connect with other
division/departmental/university accounts to ensure widespread dissemination of information. A
strategy for connecting with social media profiles of targeted stakeholders (i.e., municipal
officials, fellow researchers, NGOs and community organizations) will also be developed in
consultation with the marketing and communications staff. A series of posts for different social
media platforms (i.e., Facebook, Twitter, Instagram) will be developed based on the written
documents created in November and December 2022 and tailored to the demographics of each
platform’s typical users. Content for news outlets (i.e., online newspapers, The Conversation,
respective University newspapers and alumni newsletters) will be developed in concert with
social media efforts. Overall, these communications will serve two purposes: 1) sharing findings
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from the synthesis report, evidence brief, and academic publications, and 2) developing
connections with relevant stakeholders across sectors to inform future knowledge mobilization
activities. Knowledge mobilization activities will dovetail with an ongoing SSHRC-funded study
(SSHRC Insight award number 435-2022-0977) that aims to cultivate and deepen cross-sector
partnerships and mobilize knowledge about third places in precarious workers’ lives.
Measurement of knowledge mobilization impacts.
Together, these activities will 1) convey scoping review findings and researchers' analyses of the
state of knowledge, 2) create space for dialogue regarding efforts to address social isolation for
people without stable workplaces, and 3) iteratively identify ways to reduce social isolation
through cross-sector partnerships. We will measure the impact and uptake of these knowledge
mobilization activities by tracking the following data: 1) Number of clicks/downloads for
documents posted on institutional repositories and articles posted on open-access journal
websites; 2) Number of likes/shares/retweets for social media content; 3) Number and type of
stakeholders across sectors who attend presentations/events within the primary researchers’
networks.
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Appendices
Appendix A: Scoping Review Guiding Concepts and Search Strategies
Table 1: Definitions of Concepts Comprising Research Question
Research question: What is known about the types and characteristics of 'third' places that
help maintain social connectedness and ameliorate social isolation in the lives of people
experiencing precarious employment circumstances?
Concept

Definition and citations

Third Place

Places outside of home and work that serve to facilitate social
interaction, connection, and support; physical and virtual. Inclusive
of a variety of types of spaces, such as community or public spaces
and commercial places (Dolley & Bosman, 2019; Finlay et al., 2019;
Oldenburg, 1999).

Precarious Worker

Persons facing precarious employment circumstances who lack
stable second (work) places; inclusive of persons employed in
diverse, precarious forms of work, as well as those experiencing
cyclical or long-term unemployment. Persons engaged in work
characterized by intersections of particular conditions, including
being transient, non-permanent, unpredictable, having few worker
protections or rights, low or unpredictable remuneration (May, 2019;
Lewchuk & Laflèche, 2017; Popov & Solov'eva, 2019).

Social Connectedness

A subjective evaluation of the extent to which one has meaningful,
close, and constructive relationships with others (i.e., individuals,
groups, and/or society); inclusive of caring about others and feeling
cared about by others, feelings of belonging to a group or
community, interaction and participation with others, and feelings of
personal security (Haslam et al., 2015; Morgan et al., 2021;
O’Rourke & Sidani, 2017; Townsend & McWhirter, 2005, Wigfield et
al., 2022).

Social Isolation

An objective inadequacy of the quality and quantity of social
relations with other people at the different levels where human
interaction takes place (individual, group, community and the larger
social environment); inclusive of a pervasive lack of social contact or
communication, participation in social activities, or having a
confidant (de Jong Gierveld et al., 2006; Holt-Lunstad et al., 2015;
Keefe et al., 2006; Nicholson, 2012; Zaveleta et al., 2014).

Social Inclusion

A multidimensional, dynamic, and relative process in which
prevailing conditions (practices, activities, institutions, and systems)
enable active and meaningful participation of individuals and
communities in all aspects of life; inclusive of economic, social,
political activities, the perception of one's own access to
participation, social support, social integration, access to resources,
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and equity (Gidley et al., 2010; Hung et al., 2021; Nhunzvi et al.,
2019; Oxoby, 2009.
Social Exclusion

A multidimensional, dynamic, and relative process in which
prevailing conditions (practices, activities, institutions, and systems)
prevent or limit active and meaningful participation of individuals and
communities in all aspects of life; inclusive of economic, social,
political activities, the perception of one's own access to
participation, social support, social integration, access to resources,
and equity (Bak, 2018; Burchardt et al., 2002; Scharf et al., 2005).

Table 2: Keyword and Subject Heading Terms
Categories

Keywords and Subject Terms

Concept Terms: Place

Keywords: place OR space OR "third place" OR "public place"
OR "social place" OR "social space" OR "public space" OR
"physical place" OR "physical space" OR "virtual place" OR
"virtual space" OR online OR "online community" OR "virtual
community" OR community OR "shared space" OR "shared
place" OR "therapeutic landscape" OR "social landscape*"
Subjects to search: public place, social space, online community,
virtual environment

Outcome Terms:
Social

(social* W/2 (connect* OR engag* OR interact* OR capital OR
network OR support OR relation* OR inclu* OR isolat* OR exclu*))
OR belonging OR loneliness
Subjects to search: social connection, social interaction, social
isolation, belonging, loneliness

Population Terms:
Precarious Work

( job OR work* OR employ* ) W/2 ( precari* OR temporary OR
atypical OR contingent OR casual OR flexible OR non-standard
OR insecur* OR unprotected OR unstable OR gig OR
non-permanent OR "non permanent" OR fixed-term OR "fixed
term" OR "side hustle" OR contract OR part-time OR "part time"
OR cyclical OR seasonal )
Subjects to search: precarious work, part time employment, job
insecurity
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